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MEMORANDUM 
*

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Central District of California

Dean D. Pregerson, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted October 22, 2007**  

Before: B. FLETCHER, WARDLAW, and IKUTA, Circuit Judges.  

William Mark Burgess appeals from the district court’s order re-sentencing

Burgess to time served following a limited remand pursuant to United States v.

Ameline, 409 F.3d 1073 (9th Cir. 2005) (en banc).
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Pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), Burgess’s counsel

has filed a brief stating there are no grounds for relief, along with a motion to

withdraw as counsel of record.  We have given Burgess an opportunity to file a

pro se supplemental brief.  No pro se supplemental brief or answering brief has

been filed.

Our independent review of the brief and the record pursuant to Penson v.

Ohio, 488 U.S. 75, 80-81 (1988), discloses no grounds for relief on direct appeal.  

Accordingly, counsel’s motion to withdraw is denied so that he can

represent Burgess on limited remand.  

We note that the original judgment imposed a term of supervised release,

but the district court’s order, following remand, is ambiguous in this regard. 

Accordingly, we affirm, but remand, to the district court for the limited purpose of

clarifying whether Burgess is subject to supervised release.

AFFIRMED; REMANDED TO CORRECT JUDGMENT.


